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Today's Agenda

3:30 Context and Group’s Charge

3:40 Background on Today’s Topics
- Schedule
- Project Scope
- Contracting Options
- Approaches to Consultant Selection (RFP, RFQ, etc)

Discussion

Summary and Next Steps

Adjourn




Charge

“Advise the City on its approach to soliciting consultants to
develop a waterfront design, including consultant selection,
robust public outreach, and ongoing advisory roles.”

*How do we select the consultant?
*What is the team comprised of?
*What is the consultant’s scope and reach?

 How will we capture the public’s imagination and
bring them to the table?

* How will we define the “client” to ensure strong
and consistent leadership?




Schedule

Timeline

#1: Kick off
Warkshop

Overall Goals

Process

Partnerships and Financing

Mayor/Council
Check-in

Public Open Houses
-Introduce committes
-Present overall goals
-Seek broad input

H2: #3 Best #4: Best
Goals Practices Practices

#o: Key #7: Ha: #9:
Lessons Initial Discuss Finalize

Recommendations Rewvisions Recs

Stewardship

MWayor/Council Mayor/Council
Check-in Check-in

Qutreach to Community and Advocacy Qrgs
-Traveling *PT
-Present specific recommandations
-Seek deta led input and support




Waterfront
Opportunities




Budgeted Projects as of 2009
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Public Spaces and Streets &

Seawall Replacement
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Elliott Bay Seawall

Replacing the Seawall (Washington to Pine)
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Elliott Bay Seawall

WASHINGTON fo PINE
2013
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Elliott Bay Seawall

WASHINGTON to PINE
2016
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Elliott Bay Seawall

WASHINGTON to PINE
2016 - 2017
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Elliott Bay Seawall

WASHINGTON to PINE
2017 - 2018
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Central Waterfront Design - Contracting
Approaches

1

"Interdisciplinary team capable of delivering all
phases of design including streets, open space and
utilities -

2

“Initial interdisciplinary team for

design (either single team or multiple
teams for streets, open spaces)

3'Single interdisciplinary team for all phases of design

a

"Separate teams for streets/utilities and open space




Central Waterfront Design - Contracting
Anbroaches
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Selection Models - RFQ

Asks for the qualifications of the respondents. Criteria address the
qualifications required for the project, team dynamic and
experience with similar projects.

Pros Cons

-Encourages more design teams - Doesn’t give a sense for the

to form design team’s vision or specific
approach to the project

- Quick to get team under

contract and working - More challenging to build public
interest through the selection

- Allows project goals and design

approach to be refined with team

once selected

- Encourages selection based on
team’s skills and synergy with the
client, as opposed to the proposal




Selection Models - RFP

Calls for a more detailed response and more detailed framing;

useful when looking for how the respondents will solve a discrete
nroblem or create a desion.

Pros Cons

-Gets to design concepts quickly - Design team must respond
quickly without complete

- leverages design work from a information; difficult to ensure

broad set of teams proposals are grounded in reality

-Expedites the design process - Detailed scope and program
required

-Builds public interest around the
selection process - Difficult to reconcile problems
with the design downstream

- Hiring based on design, not
necessarily strength of the team




Next Steps for Advisory Committee

Who will oversee the work? How can we truly make this a project

that appeals and offers something to every Seattle

neighborhood?
SSues

- How to incorporate key stakeholders in the selection
process and management of design work

-How to Build Community Engagement During Design
- Engaging the tribal communities and building genuine
opportunities for those traditions to be part of the discussion
-Finding new pathways into the project that are not just about
design in a traditional sense — about people and how they come
together.
- What are the best new approaches to present the opportunity —
beyond the community meeting (social media, etc)







Seattle Department of Planning & Development ﬁ
CENTRAL WATERFRONT DESIGN Seattle Department of Transportation Cﬁlb
DRAFT Recommended Contracting Process Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation
2010 | 2011 | 2012 ‘ 2013 | 2014 | 2015
5-10% 20-30% 100%
Conceptual Design Design Design Development Design Design
mwl Engineering Prelinimn Engineering Final ign [ Construction Drawi
Elliott /| Western Connechor
Alaskan Way Surface Strect
Marion Streat Bridge
Public Spaces
KEY:
[ ]integrated Waterfront Design Team
- Urban Design Public Spaces
- Landscape Architecture .
- Civil Engineering il
- Tralfic Enginesring
- Multimodal Transportation Planning | Design Public Spaces
- ity Engineering .
- Habitat [ Shoreline Design
- Public Artist

- Public Involvement [ Communications
- Ervironmental Review | Permitiing

[ ]other design teams to be competitively selected later

Pre-Decisional Docurment for Internal Discussion Only

CWF Design Recommend Contract Process timeline vFeb2010. dsx
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Elliott Bay Seawall

History — Railroad Ave (Alaskan Way) 1931
¢S RN EmEE S s

Railroed Averue, as 1t exliets today 18 curried on pile and timber structures of
vaAarying ages and descriptionse. These stractures are malnly ol4 and btadly Cecay=2d4d and require
comnstant expenditure of funds to keep in repalr. In a great sany places they have

deteriorated so far that entire reconstruotiomn is neceesary.




Elliott Bay Seawall

Viaduct and Seawall Vulnerabilities

Viaduct
(‘ | N
L] =)
T Column damage
B /| 2001
Weak column-beam connection ) J W )
Seawall Insufficient capacity columns

N

Relieving Platform L Weak —
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/oids discovered __|| | V1INV ] —_ Pile connections
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teriorating sheet— some piles

pile wall

Top of competent soils



Elliott Bay Seawall
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— Equilibrium Profile (13 mm sediment)
— —— SBEACH Result (1 mm sediment)
Note: All elevations arc in feet, NAVD 88 — — Initial Profile




Elliott Bay Seawall

Alaskan Way Surface Street Design Concept

(looking north)

Open Space 76°- 86’

2 Lanes




February 2008




Elliott Bay Seawall

Current Design Concepts

City of Seattle




Elliott Bay Seawall

SEATTLE'S WATERFRONT

Draft

LEGEND
Existing Public Space
Improved Public Space

New Potential Public Space

Location for Combined
Development & Open Space

Aquarium, Pier 63/63 Development | e
Civic Destinations

ag Way Promenade

seussssss Sequence of Moveme
through Public Spaces & Art

Green Streets

Shallow Water Restoration Opportunities
(Waterfront Park, Pier 48)

i

Considerations:

Navigation, Ferry dock, Pier uses, contaminated soils
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Existing Condition T §
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City of Seattle




Elliott Bay Seawall
Types of Seawalls: Type "A"” Seawall
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Elliott Bay Seawall

Types of Seawalls: Type “B” Seawall

Existing Viaduct x 7

Concrete
Seawall | Timber Relieving

Platform —\

MHHW + 8.8

MLLW -2.5

Top of Competent Soils

Untreated Timber Pile
Bents at 5’-4” o.c.




Elliott Bay Seawall

Braced Secant Pile Wall Alternative

__ €| P concrete cantilewver
— with precast soffit panels

___ Tempnrary shonng wall
left in place

El. +18.1 x
%"w — e — |

Existing seawall  ___ A—
shown dashed = -~ ' Utilities not shown

Liguefiable soils

F rﬁr’-]“t concrete —

facing —Existing Type B timber platform

o remain (bents & 5°-47)
Temporary timber
brace to be dnlled
through instathing
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_——#18 bar vielding =01l anchors
spaced @ 54" oc.in B°
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exasting master
pile weall to -
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wall@ 7-6" o.c.all ad o Mon -Liguefiable soils
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City of Seattle



Elliott Bay Seawall

Anchored Soil Improvement Alternative
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Figure 17 - Proposed Type B Anchored Soil Improvement Concept

@) City of Seattle




Elliott Bay Seawall

Deteriorated Cap Beams and Deck Boards

Timber Cap Beams

Al

Timber Deck Boards




Depth to Refusal From Design Sidewalk Elevation (feet)
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Elliott Bay Seawall

Seawall Earthquake Vulnerability

" Failure will occur for Expected Earthquake
([om"sn'sn ")

Alaskan Way Viaduct

Existing
Buiding (Typ)

~125'

Bulge From Soils

Above "Pole-Vaulted"
Platform
B == e
-~

~40' ‘

Concrete Face Panel

/4 1
Approximate Existing 2 7
Ground Surface Deformed Vs

Ground ed

Surface ilg
T L H1 Very loose to loose,
( VPL{’ H1 sandy SILT/sily
" SAND (Fill)

- T — - W U U . .//_

Very loosefvery soft,
/_ clayey SILT/sandy SILT (Estuarine)
Medium to very dense,

/ S — fine SAND with shells (Beach)

Medium to very dense, \

fine SAND with shells (Beach)

Master Pile

Dense to very dense, silty
SAND/sandy SILT or CLAY
(Glacially Overridden)



Elliott Bay Seawall
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Seawall Cost and Funding Plan

! _ | = i i N ' ] | ] [ ] i ) _
u 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014

Design $0.8 $12.0
Construction
Utility Relocation $0.1 $1.5

Cost of iIssuance
Special Election $1.3
Total $0.9 $14.8

KC Flood Control
City Funding

Utility Relocation
Interim Financing

Voted Bond Proceeds

Total $0.9

* Prior 2009 costs total $4.5M

$14.8

$16.3

$2.1
$3.6

$22.0

$4.4
$81.4

$1.9

$3.0

$84.3
$2.5
$3.4

$90.2

$13.5

$2.5

$74.2
$90.2

$74.7

$3.3

$13.5

$3.3

$61.2

$78.0

$33.5
$240.4
$11.4

$7.0
$1.3
$293.6

muuw

$32.0
$7.4
$11.4
$0.0

$242.8
$293.6




Elliott Bay Seawall
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Figure 14 — Proposed Type A Braced Secant Pile Wall




Elliott Bay Seawall
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Note: All elevations arc in feet, NAVD 88 — — Initial Profile




Elliott Bay Seawall

Past Failures and Repairs

1947 - Holes discovered in the sheet pile of Type B seawall
— Repaired holes discovered in 1947
— More holes discovered at Clay Street
— Clay Street roadway collapses
— Clay Street repairs
— Void repair University Street
— Pile supported sidewalk at Marion Street replaced
— Repaired holes in Type B sheet pile
— Repaired more holes in Type B sheet pile
— Reconstructed relieving platform at Clay Street
— Ekki wood installed in Type B seawall
— Waterfront Park Subsidence
— Discovery of accelerated Ekki wood deterioration
— Monitoring of wall movements implemented
— Ekki wood replaced with cathodic protection at Clay Street




iott Bay Seawall
Plan of Alaskan Way Seawall
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Elliott Bay Seawall
Gravity Wall & Pile Supported Sidewalk

Existing
pile
Existing : supported
1916 wall Elle supported sidewalks
sidewalk

El+16
F 3
201_61:

— PS concrete piles

——

Liquefiable soils Liquefiable soils

Section at 1916 Pile Section at Pile
Supported Gravity Wall ~ Supported Sidewalk




Elliott Bay Seawall
Gravity Wall & Pile Supported Sidewalk

120"

(Typical)

(Typical)

fé‘ Minimum, 10' Maximum
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Elliott Bay Seawall

Marine Borer Damage

Live Gribbles
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Elliott Bay Seawall

Plan Showing Deteriorated
Structure at Waterfront Park
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platform
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Elliott Bay Seawall

Anchored Soil Improvement Alternative

_ Jet grout spoils left in
place as COF

Cantilever
=lab - 4’ 0 it Ctay-in-place

1 - precast concrete
shoring frame

El +10.1

Existing seawall __ IR s sy i . -
shown dashed - e _ Existing Electncal

__ wvaultssize and
. - - f| [— . . locabon vanes

e
e
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Sheet pile wall . :
facing v H- —_— + Senb o thy R -~ Existing Type A timber
pile stinger . TR p Y platform to remain (bents
- T -3 @4 oc)
@4 oc

#18 bar vielding soil
Sheet pile f ____anchorsspaced @@ 4' o.c.ir
Eorlainmant ; B pipe casing. Sleeve for
wiall f debonding

Mon =Liquefiable soils

Figure 16- Proposed Type A Anchored Soil Improvement Concept




Elliott Bay Seawall

Anchored Soil Improvement Alternative

Remaove upper
portion of 1916—_
wall ::

=

_— Anchaor slab

Existing Viadu ¢t —

a

Sheatpile

Soil-cementblock,
heghlvaries

= |
— I
Liquefiable soils I

e '|'|l-'-'||'_||4'||:-‘|'|- anchoars

Mon-liquefiable soils

Figure 18 - Proposed Anchored Soil Improvement Concept at the 1916 Wall




Elliott Bay Seawall

Anchored Soil Improvement Alternative

Existing Viaduct —

I

Existing pile
Supported = |~
sidewalks and
pilesto remeain at
1987 struciure

— Anchorslab

'_I

MNew cantleveran a/‘
pileat 19564 —
Siru clure

_ t‘-'.'r“'\ >
containment———, _ _ SRR A T Y
Somem=— -"' ' "."":.." "\--‘.
Y = '*—-‘—1\ _——rYielding soil anchors

\
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Sheetpile e

e

Soil-cament block

Figure 19 - Proposed Anchored Soil Improvement Concept at Pile Supported Sidewalks




